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Response to Office Action Issued Dec. 21/04 



REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-13, 15-18, and 20-24 remain in the application. 

Amendments to Claims 

Claim 7 has been amended to replace the expression "the connector and the main circuit 
board" with "the connector of the stack interconnect and the main circuit board". This 
amendment has been made to address the objection to the claim raised by the Examiner on page 
2 of the Office Action. 

Claim 24 has been amended to replace the expression "switch self with "switch shelf. 
This amendment is being made to correct a typographical error. The "switch shelf of claim 24 
is the switch shelf identified by reference character 16 in the "Detailed Description" of the 
specification and in Figure 1. 

The Applicant notes with appreciation that the Examiner would allow claims 3, 4 and 23 
if the claims were rewritten to include all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. However, the Applicant has chosen not to rewrite the claims in independent form at this 
time as it is submitted for the reasons described below that the independent claims upon which 
claims 3, 4 and 23 depend should be allowable. 

35 U.S.C 102 Claim Rejections 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 2, 5-13, 15-18, 20, 22 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Hayashi (U.S. Patent No. 6,545,61 1). 

The Examiner has essentially maintained the position from the previous Office Action 
that Hayashi discloses all the features from claim 1. The Examiner states he was not persuaded 
by Applicant's arguments in the Office Action response dated November 4, 2004. On page 5 of 
the current Office Action the Examiner states "Regarding applicant's comment: a) The main 
printed circuit board 20 disclosed by Hayashi does not include 'multiple slots configured to 
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accept optical modules'. It should be noted that in the rejection multiple slots are shown in figure 
1 (see col. 4, line 45, 11 slots)." 

With regard to independent claim 1, the Examiner states on pages 4 and 5 of the Office 
Action that a housing unit having multiple slots configured to accept optical modules is disclosed 
in Hayashi at col. 4, line 45. The Examiner further states that a stack interconnect having a 
connector associated with a slot of multiple slots of the housing unit is disclosed in Hayashi by 
reference character C2a and that a carrier pack connector electrically coupled to the connector of 
the stack interconnect is disclosed by reference character C2b. 

Based on these statements it is assumed that the Examiner is equating the housing unit 
recited in claim 1 with the subrack 3 disclosed in Hayashi. Column 4, line 45 specifically 
describes the subrack 3 having 1 1 slots. Reference character C2a, found in Figure 2 is a 
connector located on the sub-printed circuit board 10. Reference character C2b, also found in 
Figure 2 is a connector located on the main printed circuit board 20. The Examiner is on one 
hand seemingly equating the subrack 3 disclosed by Hayashi to the carrier pack of the present 
invention and on another hand equating components of the sub-printed circuit board 10 and main 
printed circuit board 20 to components that are recited as specifically being part of the carrier 
pack. If the Examiner is equating the subrack 3 to the carrier pack, then the components that the 
Examiner is equating to the stack interconnect connector and the carrier pack connector, namely 
C2a and C2b are not the correctly identified components to represent these connectors. Applicant 
respectfully submits that the Examiner has improperly equated the features of the present 
invention to those disclosed in Hayashi, in particular the features of claim 1. 

A fair and valid comparison between components disclosed in Hayashi and components 
of the present invention would be as follows; 

the main printed circuit board 20 (column 4, lines 52-54) of Hayashi is comparable to the 
carrier pack recited in claim 1, 

the sub-printed circuit board 10 (column 4, lines 52-54) of Hayashi is comparable to an 
optical module as recited in claim 1, 

the plug-in unit (PUT) 1 (column 4, lines 52-54) of Hayashi composed of the main printed 
circuit board 20 and the sub-printed circuit board 10 is comparable to the optics pack recited in 
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claim 22, the optics pack being a combination of the carrier pack and a plurality of optical 
modules receivable by the carrier pack, and 

the subrack 3 of Hayashi (column 4, lines 57-60) is comparable to a switch shelf as 
recited in system claim 24 and identified in Figure 1 by reference character 16. 

Each main printed circuit board 20 disclosed by Hayashi contains a single slot that 
receives a single sub-printed circuit board 10. In column 4, lines 52-54, Hayashi discloses that 
the PIU units "are composed of a sub-printed circuit board 10 and a main printed circuit board 
20". It is the subrack 3 that is disclosed in Hayashi that has eleven slots as identified in the 
Examiner's response to Applicant's arguments. Based on this comparison, Applicant submits 
that the main printed circuit board 20 disclosed by Hayashi does not include "multiple slots 
configured to accept optical modules". 

Furthermore, Hayashi does not disclose any form of "a housing unit" as part of the main 
printed circuit board 20 as recited in claim 1. The housing unit of the present application is 
comprised of a faceplate, endplates, heat sink region and topside panels as described at page 4, 
lines 4-5. The main printed circuit board of the present application is a sub-component of the 
carrier pack found within the housing unit. While the Examiner may suggest that the subrack 3 
itself is a housing unit based on the Examiner's initial equating of the carrier pack to the subrack 
3 as described above, it is not proper to equate the subrack 3 to the carrier pack for the same 
reasons described above. Therefore, the housing unit is another feature of claim 1 that is not 
disclosed by Hayashi. 

It is submitted that Hayashi does not disclose all the features of a carrier pack that has 
"multiple slots configured to accept optical modules" or "a housing unit". As a result, Applicant 
submits that Hayashi does not anticipate all the features recited in claim 1 and as such, it is 
respectfully requested that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the anticipation rejection of 
claim 1. 

Claims 2, 5-13, 15-18 and 20 are dependent on claim 1 or intervening claims dependent 
on claim 1 . As these claims depend from a claim that should be allowable, these claims should 
also be allowable. 

The subject matter of claim 22 is directed to an optics pack comprising a carrier pack 
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reciting similar portions to the carrier pack of claim 1 and a plurality of optical modules. For at 
least the same reasons described above that Hayashi does not disclose all of the features of the 
carrier pack of claim 1, Applicant submits that Hayashi does not anticipate all the features recited 
in the carrier pack portion of the optics pack of claim 22. As such, it is respectfully requested that 
the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the anticipation rejection of claim 22. 

The Examiner has stated on page 4 of the Office Action that Hayashi discloses "a switch 
self adapted for receiving the at least one carrier pack connector of the at least one carrier pack" 
at column 7, line 35. Applicant wishes to clarify that the claim is not intending to recite a switch 
that is self adapted for receiving the at least one carrier pack connector. Claim 24, amended as 
described above, in fact recites a switch shelf , also commonly known as a rack, for holding 
multiple optics packs. This misconception may have been due to a typographical error that 
occurred in the previous Office Action response when claim 24 was added as a new claim. 

Furthermore, addressing the Examiner's argument, what is actually disclosed in Hayashi 
at column 7, line 35 is that the sub-printed circuit board 10 can be installed in the main printed 
circuit board 20 in one of two orientations, a normal insertion and a reverse insertion. Applicant 
submits that this has no bearing whatsoever on amended claim 24, which recites a "switch shelf 
adapted for receiving that at least one carrier pack, the switch shelf comprising a back plane 
adapted to couple the switch shelf with the carrier pack connector of the at least one carrier 
pack". 

In addition, the subject matter of claim 24 is directed to a system comprising at least one 
carrier pack reciting similar portions to the carrier pack of claim 1, a plurality of optical modules 
and a switch shelf. For the reasons described above that Hayashi does not disclose all the features 
of the carrier pack of claim 1, Applicant submits that Hayashi does not anticipate all the features 
recited in the at least one carrier pack of the system of claim 24. 

For at least the reasons described above, Applicant submits that Hayashi does not 
anticipate all of the features recited in amended claim 24. As such, it is respectfully requested 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the anticipation rejection of claim 24. 
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35 U.S.C 102 Claim Rejections 

The Examiner has rejected claims 21 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hayashi. The Examiner states that it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for 
Hayashi to have status indicators on the faceplate, as it is well known in the art for a faceplate to 
have such indicators. 

With regard to claim 21, the claim is dependent on claim 20 and claim 20 is dependent on 
claim 1 . As all the features of claim 1 are not disclosed by Hayashi, and as the Examiner is 
relying on all of the features that are recited in claim 1 to be taught by Hayashi in the obviousness 
rejection of claim 21, it is submitted that the Examiner has not satisfied at least one criterion of 
the three criteria for establishing a prima facie case of obviousness, namely that all of the features 
be disclosed by the cited references. 

For at least the above reasons, it is submitted that claim 21 patentably distinguishes over 
Hayashi and it is respectfully requested that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the objection 
to claim 21. 

Objection to Amendment received November 4, 2004 

In response to the Examiner's objection to the amendment filed November 4, 2004, as 
described on page 2 of the current Office Action, the entire response filed November 4, 2004, 
including Amendments to the Specification, Amendments to the Claims, Amendments to the 
Drawings, Remarks, replacement drawing figures and the new declaration, is attached following 
page 9 of this paper as an Appendix. 

The header of each page has been amended to include "Office Action Response filed 
November 4, 2004" so as to clearly differentiate between the current Office Action response and 
the previous Office Action response found in the Appendix. 
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In view of the foregoing, early favorable consideration of this application is earnestly 
solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Simon E. Shea 



James McGraw 
/Reg. No. 28,168 




Ottawa, Ontario, Canada 
Date: February 18, 2005 
Tel.: (613) 232-2486 
JMC:MSS:nea 
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